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TheGreekscientistTheophrastusofEresus,apupilofAristotleand
hissuccessorasheadofthePeripateticschoolattheLyceum,isgener-
allyregardedasthefatherofEuropeanbotany.TheauthoritativeDic-
tionaryofScientificBiographywasveryspecificwhenitstatedthathe
laid"thegroundworkformodernbotany."'Onecannotdenythatthe
Greeknaturalphilosopherhasrathergoodcredentialsforthisposition.
Theophrastuswas,firstofall,theauthoroftheoldestdistinctlybotani-
calwritingsthatarestillextant.2Moresubstantialclaimsforhistori-
calrecognitionmustofcoursebefoundedontheactualcontentsof
thesewritings.Hismethodsandaimslookindeedsurprisinglymodern.
Theophrastusattachedgreatimportancetoacriticalandempirical
approach.Undoubtedlyinspiredbyhisteacher,herecognisedthediver-
sityofplantformsasthecentralproblemofbotany.Heusedmor-
phologicalandphysiologicaldataastheprincipalmeanstosolveit.
Besides,wefindinhisworkthefirstsignsofsomekindofnaturalclas-
sification.SuchtraitslinkTheophrastuscloselytothenewbotanythat
startedtoemergeatthebeginningoftheearlymodernperiod.Theo-
phrastus'parenthoodisremarkableinthesensethatitsfirstrecognis-
ableoffspringwasonlyborninthefirsthalfofthesixteenthcentury,
morethaneighteencenturiesafterhisdeath.Duringthatlonginter-
val,themajorityofbotanists,insteadoffollowinghisexampleofa
trulyscientificstudyofplants,concentratedtheirattentionontheprac-
ticalaspectsoftheirscience.DuringtheMiddleAgesWesternbotany
deriveditsraisond'黎refirstandforemostfromtheservicesitrendered
orwassupposedtorendertoagricultureandespeciallytomedicine.
Themedievalbotanistsdrewtheirinspirationandguidancenotfrom
TheophrastusbutfromtheGreekphysicianDioscorides.
AboutthemiddleofthefirstcenturyA.D.Dioscorideshadwrittena
comprehensivebookthatbecamewidelyknownasDemateriamedica,
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theLatintranslationofitstitle.Thebookwasforthegreatestpart
devotedtoplants.Dioscoridesmanifestedhimselfasanexperienced
andknowledgeablephytographer.Itisquiteclearhoweverthathewas
notprimarilyinterestedinplantsperse.Dioscorides'subjectwasmedi-
calbotanyandhischiefconcernwastheremedialuseofplantsand
othernaturalproducts.HisbookwaswritteninGreekandtherefore
inaccessibletomostoftheEuropeanbotanists.Thisdidnotprevent
itsauthorfrombeingthemostpopular,influentialandthemosthighly
esteemedbotanistforaverylongtime.
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Itisanoften-toldstoryhowintheRenaissanceDioscorides'work
becameoneofthefactorsthatinducedadrasticchangeinbotanical
practice.WhenEuropeanbotaniststriedtocorrelatehisplantdescrip-
tionstothespeciesoftheirnativefloras,theyinevitablydiscovered
considerablediscrepancies.Theensuingdoubtsabouttheuniversal
applicabilityofDioscorides'descriptionswereanimportantstimulus
forbotanistsoftheearlysixteenthcenturytoreconsidertheirways
ofobtainingscientificknowledge.Theysoonbecameconvincedthat
theclassicaltextsandtheoneproducedbyDioscoridesinparticular
shouldberejectedasthemainsourceoffactualinformation.Itwas
arguedthatinsteadofrelyingonwhatbotanistsfromprecedingages
hadwritten,whichuntilthenhadbeenafairlywidespreadprocedure
forcollectingscientificdata,thebotanistsshouldconsiderittheirpri-
marydutytoconsultnaturedirectly.
Itisamazingtoobservehoweasilyapracticewasabandonedthat
hadreignedsupremeformanycenturies.Injustafewdecadesthere
grewaconsensusintheEuropeanbotanicalcommunitythatonlythe
empiricalapproachcouldresultinmeaningfulscientificknowledge.
Fromnowonthismethodwouldneverberegardedasanythingless
thantheguidingprincipleforallinvestigationsinthefieldofbotany.
Germanbotanistsareconsidered,withgoodreason,tohavebeen
thepioneersofthisfruitfulmethodologicalinnovation.Thenotable
namesarethoseofOttoBrunfels(caI499-1534),JeromeBock(Tragus)
(1498-1554),LeonhardFuchs(ius)(zsoz-2566)andValeriusCordus
(1515-1544).NotwithoutsomenationalisticbiastheGermanhistorian
ofbotanyKurtSprengelintroducedBrunfels,BockandFuchsasthe"Germanfathersofbotany"3andconsideredtheirherbals,published
betweenz530andz542,asinauguratingacompletelynewerainthe
developmentoftheplantsciences.4
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TheauthorsglorifiedbySprengelwrotebooksthatareclearlynot
ofequalmerit.Brunfels'sherbalbrokenewgroundwiththelife-like
illustrationsmadebytheartistHansWeiditz.Histextontheother
handwasentirelyconventional.Brunfelshimselfindicatedthathehad
extracteditfromwhathecalled"ancientandtrustworthyauthors".5
BockandespeciallyCordus6werethefull-bloodedempiricistsamong
theGermanbotanists.Theybasedtheirdescriptionsonalogicaland
systematicapplicationoftheempiricaldoctrine.Bystudyingtheplants
withtheirowneyestheyenrichedbotanicalsciencewithquitea
numberoforiginalobservations.Inviewoftheoftenratherexag-
geratedviewsontherevolutionarymeritsoftheGermanfathersof
botany-viewsexpressedbySprengelandmanylaterhistoriansof
botany'一itisgoodtokeepinmindthatthechangesbroughtaboutby
thesebotanists,didcertainlynotconstituteacompletebreakwiththe
past.Theirimportantinnovationswereprimarilyofamethodological
nature.MostoftheGermanfatherswererathertraditionalhoweverin
regardoftheultimateaimsoftheirresearch.
Brunfels,FuchsandtoalesserdegreeCorduswerealsobasically
medicalbotanists.Theyregardedplantsfirstofallasrawmaterial
formedicines.Forthemthenewmethodologicalpracticewasameans
toassistthephysicianinbetteridentifyingtheplantsandthusimprov-
ingtherangeandqualityofhisherbaldrugs.Bockontheotherhand
wasmoreinstilledwiththephilosophicalspiritofAristotleandTheo-
phrastusthanwiththepracticalspiritofDioscorides.Hewastheonly
Germanfatherofbotanywhodeservestobecalledascientist.Bock's
investigationswerenotguidedbytheneedsofthemedicalprofession.
Hefocusedontheplantsfortheirownsake.Hisbotanicalstudieswere
drivenbyasincerewishtoanalyseasmanybiologicalaspectsofhis
objectsaspossible.
ThedevelopmentsthatwerestartedinGermanywereassuredafruit-
fulcontinuationintheLowCountries,whereaflourishingbotanical
cultureoriginatedinthesecondhalfofthesixteenthcentury.On of
themostformativeinfluencesonthisprocesswasthecentralfigurein
thiscollectionofessays.RembertDodoens(1517-1585)wasthe丘rst
inthispartoftheworldtofollowinthefootstepsoftheGerman
fathersofbotany-forSprengelapparentlyareasontohonourhim
withthetitleof"oneoftheoldestandmostimportantfathersof
botany".sDodoensdidnotremaintheonlyoneforlong.Withinafew
yearshereceivedthecompanyofCarolusClusius(Charlesdel'Escluse,
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zsi6-z609)andMatthiasdeLobel(z538-r6r6),whoinvestigatedthe
vegetablekingdominasimilarwayastheircountryman.
Dodoenshadstartedhiscareerasaphysician.9Heextendedhis
sphereofactivitieswhentheAntwerppublisherJanvanderLoeasked
himtowriteaherbalthatwasapparentlyintendedforabroadreader-
ship,sinceithadtobeinthevernacular.Dodoenscompliedwiththis
request.Precededbysomesmallerbotanicalwritings,hisvoluminous
C吻deboeckwaspublishedinI∬4.Withthissubstantialcontribu-
tiontobotanicalliterature,thestudyofplantsbecameamajorobject
ofDodoens'sscientificinterestsfortherestofhislife.10Hisfinalliter-
aryachievementasabotanistwasaconsiderablyenlarged(thenumber
ofplantswasalmostdoubled)andthoroughlyrewrittenandrear-
rangedversionoftheCruijdeboeck.Itappearedinz583astheStir-
piumhistoriaepemptadessexandwaspublishedinAntwerpbythe
famousprintingofficeofChristophePlantip.Dodoens'sherbalmet
withconsiderablesuccess.Theoriginalversionwastranslatedinto
French(i557),English(z578andsubsequenteditions)andJapanese
(z790s)andwasreissuedseveraltimes.Inr608theStirpiumhistoriae
versionappearedinaDutchtranslationthathadbeenpreparedby
Dodoenshimself.AneweditionoftheCrui/deboeckwasissuedeven
aslateasz644.Dodoens'sbookhasbeenrightlyqualifiedasoneofthe
mostpopularherbalsofthesixteenthandearlyseventeenthcentury.It
seemsthatinhisnativecountryDodoens'spopularityevenlastedwell
intothenineteenthcentury.Inz8Sooneofthemembers?theBelgian
medicalcommunitystatedthat"thereisnotapharmacistintheFlemish
partofBelgiumwhodoesnotpossessaDodoensanddoesnotuseits
pictureseverydayforidentifyingthewildspeciesofmedicinalvalue".1'
49
TheCruijdeboeckwasconceivedbythepublisherasakindofency-
clopaediaonplants,withspecialattentiontotheirmedicalvirtues.
VanderLoehadurgedDodoenstouseFuchs'sherbalasamodeland
Dodoenshadagreedtothissuggestion.HencethefactthatDodoens's
bookreliesheavilyontheillustrations,thephytographyandthephar-
maceuticalinstructionsofhisGermancolleague.However,thiscer-
tainlydoesnotmeanthatDodoenswasameretranslatororaslavish
copierandthathisCruijdeboecklacksinoriginality.Itistruethat
mostoftheillustrationsoftheCruijdeboeckwereborroweddirectly
fromFuchs,butthatwasprimarilyadecisionofthepublisher,based
oncommercialconsiderations.InthemedicalpartDodoensadheres
closelytotheoriginal.Inthebotanicaltextswemeetwithasomewhat
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differentDodoens.Thereheclearlyshowsthathedidnotlackcritical
sense.Hedemonstratedmoreoveranindependentmindwheneverhe
addednovelandoriginalobservationstoFuchs'sdescriptionsandthat
issomethinghedidregularly.Dodoensdealtwithsubstantiallymore
speciesthanFuchshaddone,includedalotmoredetailsinhisdescrip-
fionsandprovidedhisreaderswithbetterinformationontheplaces
wheretheplantsgrow.
Alltakentogetherwehavetoascertainthat,althoughthefirstedition
oftheCruijdeboeckshowednumerousandoftenverypromisingsigns
ofDodoens'sempiricalleanings,thenewmethodplayedasyetarather
modestroleinhisfact-findingactivities.Therefore,Ithinkthatwegive
Dodoenstoomuchcreditwhenwesubscribetotheopinion,advanced
firstbyhistoriansofscienceofanoldergeneration,'2butalsoshared
bycontemporaryones,thatthisfirstversionofhisherbalisamajor
exampleofthefundamentalmethodologicalshiftthatwastakingplace
inthebotanyofthattime.
ItwasonlyafterthepublicationofthefirsteditionoftheCr吻de-
boeckthatempiricalresearchdevelopedintoanessentialelementof
Dodoens'sinvestigativepracticeinbotany.Itreallybecameapromi-
ventactivityfromtheearlysixtiesonwards,whenhewaspreparing
whatwouldbecomehismagnumopus,i.e.theStirpiumhistoriae
pemptadessex.Dodoens'sactivitiesinthisperiodmakeitquiteclear
thathenowratedtheinvestigationoftheplantsthemselvesastheprin-
cipalsourceofphytographicaldata.Hismethodologicalpositionhad
changedconsiderablyandwhenhislife'sworkwaspublished,Dodoens
hadbecomeoneoftheleadingempiricistsinbotany.Itisinterestingto
notethatwhileuntilthenthemethodologicalinnovationofthesixteenth-
centuryherbalshadbeenmainlyembodiedintheirillustrationsdrawn
fromnature,withDodoensitshapedtheverbaldescriptionsaswell.
SeveralresourceswereusedbyDodoenstogivehisbotanytheneces-
saryempiricalfoundation.Therearestrongindicationsthathestudied
materialinherbaria.Itseemshoweverthatthesecollectionsofdried
plantswereonlyofminorimportance.Hewasmuchmoreinterested
ininvestigatinglivingplants.Thenumerousornamentalgardensinthe
LowCountrieswereanidealplaceforpursuingthislineofresearch.
Dodoenswasafrequentvisitorofsuchgardensandamplyavailedhim-
selfoftheopportunitiestheyofferedthebotanist.Themajorityofthe
morethanhundrednewspecieshedescribedweregardenplants.Field
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tripsneartheplaceswherehelivedwereanotherimportantmeansof
gatheringinformation.Dodoenswasapioneerinexploringthelocal
florasoftheLowCountries.Eveninhisoldagehewasstilltakingtime
offtoherborizeandstudyplantsintheirnaturalhabitat.13Theseactiv-
itiesprovidedhimwitharatherextensiveknowledgenotonlyoffloris-
ticsbutalsooftheecologyandespeciallythesociologyofplants.His
variedexperiencesfoundtheirwayintotheStirpiumhistoriae,where
hereferredtimeandagaintohisownobservationsofthesetopics.
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Dodoenswasindeedakeenobserver.ThedescriptionsintheStir-
piumhistoriaeareatestimonytohisabilitiesinthisrespect.Theycap-
turethecharacteristicmorphologicalpropertiesoftheplants,which
areoftenemphasisedbycomparingthemtothoseofrelatedspecies,
andgiveaclearandminute,althoughnottoodetailed,pictureoftheir
appearance.Dodoensmadeiteasyforhisreaderstoformanideaof
the.habitusoftheplants.TheverbaldescriptionsintheStirpiumhis-
toriaearealmostunparalleledasanaidinidentifyingplants.Ifwe
compareDodoenswithhiscolleagueswehavetoconcludethathewas
amongthebestandperhapseventhebestphytographerofhistime.
ThepopularityofhiswritingsmadeDodoensaninfluentialpropagan-
distoftheempiricalpracticeinbotanicalscience.Thereisnodoubt
thatitsrapidspreadintheLowCountriesowedmuchtohim.
Themethodologicalchangessketchedabovewereoneofthemajor
developmentsthatlefttheirmarkonsixteenth-centurybotany.The
growingattentiontotaxonomicalmatterswasanotherdeterminant
ofgreatimportance.Heretoo,Dodoensmadeanimportantcontribu-
tion.Beforedealingwithit,letushaveacloserlookatwhathispred-
ecessorsandcontemporarieshadachievedinbotanicalclassification.
Theophrastushadalreadystudiedthepossibilitiesofarrangingplants
ingroups.Hedistinguishedfourprimarydivisions:trees,shrubs,
half-shrubsandherbaceousplants.Atalowerlevelherangedthespe-
cies,especiallythoseofthefourthdivision,insubgroups,whichcoin-
cidemoreorlesswithsomeofournaturalfamilies,likegrassesand
umbelliferae.Thisrathersophisticatedarrangementremainedunsur-
passedformanycenturies.BetweenTheophrastusandtheRenaissance,
attemptsatbotanicalsystematisationusuallyresultedinclassifications
ofaratherpragmaticnature.Theydisplayedastrikinglackofconsis-
tencyandofnaturalnessinthecriteriaforestablishingtherelationships
betweenplants.Plantscouldbeorderedbymeansofutilitarianprinci-
ples,withtheconsequencethatwefindinoneandthesamesystemdis一
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parategroupslike"ornamentalplants","aromaticplants","medicinal
herbs"etc.Afavouritemethodwastorangetheplantsalphabetically,
accordingtowhatevernameinwhateverlanguagetheauthorchoseto
givethem.Itwillbeclearthatinneithercasemuchlightwasthrown
onthemorphologicalaffinitiesbetweenplants.
Ontheotherhandwefindseveralbotanistsinthesixteenthcentury
whoshowedanawarenessoftheexistenceofanaturalorderinthe
plantworldandwhoseemedtohavebeenconvincedthatitwastheir
dutytotrytorevealit.Ofcourseafull-blownclassificatorysciencedid
notdevelopovernight.Explicitandelaborateviewsonthediscipline's
aims,principlesanddiagnosticprocedureswerestilllacking.Moreo-
ver,theconcreteattemptsatclassificationweregenerallyrestrictedto
thespeciesandgenuslevel.Nevertheless,classificationwasagainon
thebotanicalagendaandthistimeitwastheretostay.Therevived
interestinamorenaturalclassificationwasundoubtedlytributaryto
Theophrastus,whosebotanicalwritingshadbecomebetterknown
intheWesttowardstheendofthefifteenthcentury,whenthefirst
Latintranslationwaspublished(2483).AmongtheGermanfathersof
botanyJeromeBockwasanoutspokensupporterofthenewsystemat-
ics.Heemphaticallyrejectedtheutilitarianandalphabeticalclassifica-
tionsasunscientificandemphasisedtheneedtotryandfindanatural
systemofplants.Bockpractisedwhathepreached.Hisclassification
wasprimarilyconcernedwiththegenera.Seenagainstthebackdropof
histime,hisclassificatoryattemptsweremeritoriousineveryway.His
colleagueValeriusCordusworkedinthesamespiritandwentonestep
further.Hewasthefirstwhomadesubstantialeffortstouniterelated
generainthesamefamily.
InviewofthefactthatLeonhardFuchsprovidedthemodelforthe
firsteditionofDodoens'sherbal,itisusefultoseewhatheachievedin
thefieldofsystematics.InthehistoricalliteratureonDodoens,Fuchs
isusuallypicturedasanold-fashionedscientistwithoutanynotable
interestinthenewtrendsofbotanicalsystematics.Thisjudgement
isnotentirelyfairandperhapsinspiredbytoogreatanadmiration
forthepioneeringqualitiesofDodoens.ItisindeedtruethatFuchs
arrangedhisplantsalphabetically.Butitisessentialtokeepinmind-
andthatwasmissedbythemajorityofthehistoriansreferredtoabove
-thatitwasanarrangementofgeneraandnotofspecies,andthatin
quitealotofthesegeneraFuchsbroughttogetherplantsthataccording
tothethenacceptedcriteriaresembledeachother.Itisundeniablethat
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Fuchswasmuchlessconcernedwithclassificationthanforinstance
Bock,CordusandlaterDodoens,butthisdoesnotmeanthathehad
nopartinthequestforanaturalorderamongplants,albeitina
modestway.Thisleadsustotheconclusionthatasforbotanicalclas-
sificationhemayhavebeenofgreaterimportancetoDodoensthanis
commonlysuggested.
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Dodoensdemonstratedrightfromthestartaninvolvementwithclas-
sificatorymatters.Themorethanzoooplantsinthefirsteditionofthe
Cruijdeboeckweresplitupinfivemaindivisions.Thecreationofthese
divisionswasanaidtostructuringhisbookinawaynoprintedEuro-
peanherbalhadbeenbefore.Dodoenswashoweverrathertraditional
inhischoiceofcharacteristicstodifferentiatethesedivisions.Hebased
hisclassificationontheusefulpropertiesoftheplants.Contraryper-
hapstowhatonemightexpectaftersuchanorderlybeginning,the
arrangementwithinthedivisionswasforthegreaterpartchaoticand
withoutapparentorder.Itwasonlyinafewoccasionsthathegrouped
togetherthoseplantsthatshowedmorphologicalsimilarities.Although
wecanascertaininDodoensanactualinterestinplantsystematics,itis
obviousthathisfirstresults,aspublishedintheCrui/deboeckinI554,
wereinnowayaheadofhistime.
However,duringthefollowingdecadesDodoensdevelopedhissys-
tematicsconsiderably,asappearsfromtheStirpiumhistoriae.The
bookpresentedaclassificationthatwasmuchmoreelaboratedthan
whatanyofhispredecessorshadproduced.Itcontributedtoitsrec-
ognitionasapioneeringwork.Thereisakindofconsensusthatitis
oneofthelandmarksinthehistoryoftheplantsciences.Accordingto
thenineteenth-centuryhistorianofbotanyErnstMeyeritwas"afirst
crudeattemptatascientificarrangementofplants".141ntheStirpium
historiaeDodoensstartedbydividingtheplantsinthesamefivemajor
groupshehadused30yearsearlierinhisCruijdeboeck.Notinsignifi-
cantly,henow.calledthempemptadesandequatedthemwithclasses.
Entirelynewwastheirfurthersubdivisionintoatotalof25subgroups.
IndoingsoDodoensgaveanoriginalextensiontothehierarchical
structureofthebotanist'sclassificatoryschemes.Thedefinitionofthese
groupswaslessinnovative.Dodoenshadagainrecoursetoutilitarian
characteristics.Onlyinafewcasesdidheemploymorenaturalcriteria.
Asaconsequencethecompositionofthesegroupswasonthewhole
ratherheterogeneous,atleastfromourpointofview.
Dodoens'srealmeritsasasystematistaretobefoundinthewayin
P`1π ∬D(丿`1ひIILL'LfSlttthe～E多fr(♪ ρ〔・`rncθ η'`rxt
ROBERTVISSER
54
whichhehandledgroupsatthelevelofgeneraandfamilies.Herehe
showedanacuteinsightintothepurposeofbotanicalclassification.
BythesegroupsDodoensputintopracticewhathehadannouncedin
theshortintroductiontotheStirpiumhistoriae,namelythathewould
bringtogetherthoseplantsthatresembleeachotherandseparatethe
onesthatdidnot,andthathewoulddothisonthebasisoftheir
"formaetfigura"(=morphologyandhabitus).Thisprocedureena-
bledhimtorecognisemanyofthelargergeneraandfamiliesand
eventoestablishrelationshipsbetweenplantsthatdonotshowmuch
resemblanceatfirstsight.Whilemostofhispredecessorshadregarded
generaaselementarytaxa,Dodoenswasoneofthefirsttotreatthem
asacompositionofspeciesandthatgavehissystematicsadistinctly
moderntouch.Thesameholdsforhisnomenclature.Anotherresult
ofhisfocusingongenerawasDodoens'salmoststrictadherenceto
abinarygenericnomenclature,atypeofnomenclaturethattheeight-
eenth-centurySwedishbotanistCarolusLinnaeuswouldmakeintoa
cornerstoneofbiologicaltaxonomy,whichitstillistoday.
Theviewsexpressedintheprecedingparagraphsarebasedonaread-
ingoftheStirpiumhistoriaasabotanicaltext.Itisgoodtorealisethat
inthiswayweonlygetapartofthestorythatcanbetoldaboutthis
importantandinfluentialbook.TodofulljusticetoDodoens'sinten-
tions,ourstoryshouldalsopayattentiontoitsmedicalandphar-
maceuticalaspects.Thereis,oratleasttherewasinthepast,some
debateabouttherelativeimportanceofthebotanicalandthemedical
partsoftheStirpiumhistoriae.DuringtheDodoenscelebrationsof
IgI7,Hungeろwholaterbecameknownastheauthorofanimpressive
monographonClusius,defendedthethesisthatinwritinghisherbals
Dodoenshadturnedfromaphysicianintoabotanist.'sLouis,another
specialistonsixteenth-centurybotanyandwritingmuchlater,wasnot
quitesureifsuchtransformationhadtakenplace.Hewasultimately
inclinedtotheopinionthatDodoenshadalwaysremainedaphysician
andthathisherbalswereintendedformedicalpurposes.16
IfweconsiderthecontentsoftheStirpiumhistoriaequantitatively,
wehavenoreasontodoubtthatwearedealingwithabookthatispri-
marilybotanical.Thedescriptionsofapurelybotanicalnature,includ-
ingtheclassificatorydiscussions,takeupbyfarthegreaterpartofthe
book.HereDodoenswenttofargreaterlengthsthananyotherauthor
ofaherbalhaddonebefore.Theassumptionthathemayhavehad
somekindofbotanicalagendaandthathisplantdescriptionswere
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nomeanstomedicalendsbutanendinitselfseemsmoreovertobe
vindicatedbyhisstatementsaboutclassificationintheintroductionof
theStirpiumhistoriaetowhichIreferredabove.Wecannotbutregret
thatDodoensneverpresentedunambiguouslyhisownviewpointon
theaimshehadinwritingthisbook.WhateverDodoens'sintentions,
hisStirpiumhistoriaeundoubtedlyhasaplaceinthehistoryofbotany.
HeisoneoftheexceptionsthatFrankEgertonmayhavehadinmind
whenhewroteintheintroductiontoEdwardGreene'sLandmarksof
BotanicalHistorythat``mostofthehistoryofbotanybeforeI700was
reallythehistoryofpharmacy"."Beforemakingafewfinalcomments
onDodoens'splaceinthebotanyofhiscentury,Iwouldliketostress
thatanyseriousattemptatassessmentishamperedbyalackofreally
thoroughandup-to-datehistoricalanalysesofhisvoluminousbotani-
calproduction.Weareevenlesswellinformedaboutitsinfluence,
especiallyinWesternEurope.Mostofwhathasbeenwrittenabout
Dodoensisfragmentaryanddatesfrommanyyearsback.Besides,not
afewofthesestudiesarecolouredbystronghagiographictendencies.
Inviewofthissituationmyconcludingremarksonhisplaceinthehis-
toryofsixteenth-centurybotanyarenecessarilyofatentativenature.
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InthebroadperspectiveofEuropeanbotanyDodoensattractsfirst
andforemosttheattentionbecauseofhissystematics.Hecertainlywas
oneofthepioneersinthisfield.Dodoens'shistoricalsignificanceisnot
merelydeterminedbytheactualresultsandthescaleofhisclassi-
ficatoryactivities.Classificationwasatthattimemorethanjusta
newbotanicalspecialty.Itwasalsobeingpropagatedasameansto
severbotany'stieswithmedicineandgiveitthestatusofanindepend-
entscientificdiscipline.InthesameyearthattheStirpiumhistoriae
appeared,theItalianphysicianandbotanistAndreaCesalpinopub-
lishedanimportantandinfluentialtheoreticalstudyentitledDeplantis
libriXVI.InthisbookCesalpinovoicedhisregretsthatbotanyhad
fallenintheclutchesofmedicine.Heprovedhimselftobeazealous
advocateofanautonomousbotany.Hewasconvincedthatbotany
couldwinapositionofitsownifandwhenitspractitionerscon-
centratedontaxonomy.Thisbranchofbotanywasinhisviewpure
scienceandwassupposedtobeofnorelevancetomedicineorany
otherutilitarianpursuit.Alreadyinthesixteenthcenturythemove-
mentstartedbyCesalpinogainedconsiderablemomentum.Itledto
lastingresultsinthefollowingcenturies,whenscholarslikeTournefort
andLinnaeuscompletedtheprocessandgavebotanydefinitelyaplace
ofitsownamongthelifesciences.
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IfDodoenshadanyideassimilartothoseofCesalpino,heexpressed
themneitherexplicitlynorimplicitly.Thereforewecannotsimplycon-
necthisattemptsatsystematicswiththepursuanceofbotanyforbota-
ny'ssake.Ontheotherhanditishardlyconceivablethattherewasnot
anyinteractionbetweenthetheoreticalandthepractical.dealingswith
taxonomy.ThiscertainlyapplieswhereDodoensisconcerned.Hewas
oneofthemostseminalpractitionersofplantsystematicsofthelate
sixteenthcentury.Inparticular,hedemonstratedhowtodoclassifica-
toryresearchandalsothatitactuallyworked.TheStirpiumhistoriae
showedthatcomparativeresearchcanrevealmeaningfulpatternsin
theplantworld.Dodoens'stextcouldeasilybeinterpretedasproof
thatclassificationyieldedresultsthatcouldbeacceptedasscience,thus
givingconcretefoundationtotheclaimsofCesalpinoandhisallies
withregardtotheemancipatoryfunctionoftaxonomy.Wecanat
leastcreditDodoenswithanindirectandsupportiveroleinthemove-
menttowardsanindependentscience.Besidesempiricismandclassifi-
cation,towhichhealsocontributed,thiswasanothercharacteristicof
themodernisationprocessthatEuropeanbotanyunderwentduringthe
sixteenthcentury.
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